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be an expensive boondoggle, in failing to meet
the least optimistic predictions of its proponents. But even if it had worked, it would have
created a dilemma common to all expensive
technologies: who would receive it and who
would pay for it? Finally, by devoting vast
resources to its development, were not other,
less glamorous programs- preventive medicine, for instance - necessarily shortchanged,
with disastrous consequences for the nation's
health?
Dutton's book asks us to consider why
things like this happen. It identifies several culprits - profit-hungry big business, prestigeconscious research scientists, and dilatory,
self-compromising big government. Dutton advocates greater public participation through a
"substantial redistribution of decision-making
power." The public could then decide what it
wants, what it is willing to pay, and what risks
it is willing to accept. Surely the same point has
been made before with reference to housing,
education, and environmental policy. Short of
revolution, however, it is difficult to see how
this redistribution can happen, since, as Dutton
points out, "the most formidable obstacle ...
is the present structure of economic and political
power."
The exclusionary process Dutton criticizes,
and the greater participatory democracy she
advocates, repeat an argument represented in its
classical form in the debate between Adam
Smith and Karl Marx over the issue of capitalist
competition. Dutton's point-that competition
between scientists, entrepreneurs, and industries is no way to ensure the public's good- is
based on the well-argued contention that competition restricts information, limits participation, and defines success by what sells in the
short run and not by what works in the long run.
Further, competition degrades humanitarian
values by making them subservient to the profit
motive. Marx said the same thing. The reverse
contention-Smith's "invisible hand" argument
that competition creates innovation and enhances
the common good by making each competitor
accountable to the market-suggests that an unencumbered capitalism is the best way to ensure
the good life for the greatest number of people.
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THE ANNALS OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY

Dutton argues forcefully from a Marxian
perspective. But the fact that she does not acknowledge that perspective or speak in terms of
the historically long-standing debate that her
argument joins is symptomatic of a certain myopia. The mechanisms of capitalist competition
are simply insufficient as explanations of the
artificial heart's social importance. For this, a
more sensitive cultural approach is needed,
which Payer supplies in a study of cross-cultural
differences in medical beliefs and decision making. Payer notes that in America the heart is
viewed as a pump. Hearts, like pumps, get
clogged up, and so we replace their pipes
through coronary bypass. Hearts, like pumps,
wear out, and so we replace them with real or
artificial substitutes. It all makes sense because
of the way Americans think about the heart. But
in West Germany, it does not, since Germans do
not see the heart as a pump. Payer believes that
it is not coincidental that fewer bypass and
replacement operations are performed in West
Germany than in America.
These are valuable and worthwhile books
that should attract broad interest. Dutton presents evidence that argues for a reappraisal of
the American medical establishment. Her studies show that there is a lot happening behind the
scenes in an area increasingly dominated by
competitive business interests. But her work
badly neglects the rootedness of the problem in
a distinctively American cultural worldview.
Moreover, her solution- the reordering of
American political economy- mistakenly attributes to formal social structures a primary
role in determining how people think and act.
This, of course, is understandable if we adopt
Payer's perspective: Dutton's faith in political
solutions reflects her culture's strongly held
belief that society, like a machine, can be fixed
by tinkering with its parts.
CHARLES W. NUCKOLLS

University of Kentucky
Lexington

PHILLIPS, RODERICK. Putting Asunder: A His-

tory of Divorce in Western Society. Pp. xx,

187

BOOK DEPARTMENT

672. New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1988. No price.
This ambitious, impressive, and absorbing
book seeks to chronicle the history of divorce in
Western society from the Middle Ages to the
present. It begins by describing the ideological
positions on divorce of the Catholic Church and
of the Protestant reformers. From this descrip
tion grows the book's first theme, the story of
the development of divorce legislation. Phillips
examines the insistence of Catholic states on
marital indissolubility, traces the acceptance in
Protestant states of divorce -primarily for adul
tery- and reviews the strikingly liberal law of
revolutionary France. After noting that divorce
law was procedurally and substantively secular
ized in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries,
Phillips details the liberalization of divorce law
in the early nineteenth century and the conser
vative reaction in the later nineteenth century.
The liberalization of divorce law resumed after
World War I, a process that culminated in the
explosion of no-fault divorce from the 1960s
through the 1980s. Intertwined with this history
of divorce statutes is the book's second theme,
the study of the incidence of divorce. Rates were
trivially low for centuries, increased in the nine
teenth century, and culminated in the rise of
mass divorce in the twentieth century.
Phillips 's third theme is the related but sep
arate question of the extent of marriage break
down. He argues that for many centuries
marriages were stable because spouses had no
economic and social alternative to marriage and
because spouses accommodated themselves to
these realities with low expectations of marital
happiness. As economic and social circum
stances changed, those expectations rose, and
with them rose the incidence of marriage break
downs.
Phillips has undertaken to study an impor
tant social phenomenon over a major part of the
globe over a millennium of history. Considering
the difficulties, he does admirably. But the dif
ficulties are formidable. Phillips is rightly anx
ious to show that divorce legislation, divorce
rates, and marriage breakdowns must be seen in
their fullest context, but showing them in this

context is dauntingly complex. He is unable to
deal with some crucial aspects of divorce: ques
tioos . of child custody, marital property, and
alimony are hardly considered; the intellectual
history of divorce with which he opens gets lost
in the shuffle. Moreover, except for his discus
sion of legislation, he is dealing not only with
an area in which research must be difficult to
conduct but with one in which research has
hardly begun. It is thus understandable that Phil
lips gives more fully studied countries like
France, whose divorce history Phillips himself
has examined before, England, and the United
States perhaps disproportionate prominence.
In a sense, then, this imposing book is pre
mature. In a better sense, however, Putting
Asunder is very much what we need now to
draw our attention to a neglected area of family
history, to analyze what we know, and to chart
a course that others can profitably follow.
CARLE. SCHNEIDER

University of Michigan
Ann Arbor

